CRITICISM   AS   PURE   SPECULATION

esthetic criticism. The business of the moralist will
naturally, and properly, be with something else.

If we have the patience to read for a little while in
the anthology, paying some respect to the varieties of
substance actually in the poems, we cannot logically
attribute ethical character by definition to poetry; for
that character is not universal in the poems. And if
we have any faith in a community of character among
the several arts, we are stopped quickly from risking
such a definition for art at large. To claim a moral
content for most of sculpture, painting, music, or
architecture, is to plan something dialectically very
roundabout and subtle, or else to be so arbitrary as
to invite instant exposure. I should think the former
alternative is impractical, and the latter, if it is not
stupid, is masochistic.

The moralistic critics are likely to retort upon their
accusers by accusing them in turn of the vapid doc-
trine known as Art for Art's Sake. And with frequent
justice; but again we are likely to receive the impression
that it is just because Art for Art's Sake, the historic
doctrine, proved empty, and availed them so little
esthetically, like all the other doctrines that came into
default, that they have fled to their moralism. Moral-
ism does at least impute to poetry a positive substance,
as Art for Art's Sake does not. It asserts an autonomy
for art, which is excellent; but autonomy to do what?
Only to be itself, and to reduce its interpreters to a
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